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elaborated the distinction in a great variety of forms. Their arguments may be valid against some of the successors (in time) of Adam Smith, but they are worse than irrelevant as against Adam Smith himself. The nationalism of Adam Smith was much more robust than that of the present day, and as will be shown later, so was his imperialism.
The real difficulty as regards Adam Smith is this : Why, holding these very strong national and imperial ideas, did he destroy the old system in which these ideas had also been advanced ? The answer is that, in his view, protection to the home market was in general either hurtful or useless, and that the monopoly of the colonial trade was injurious to the economic interest of landlord, capitalist, and labourer, and a source of national weakness instead of being a source of strength.
Those who perverted Adam Smith's system of natural liberty into the simple negative dogma of laisser faire got rid of the difficulty of answering these questions by saying that the great master was wrong in thinking there could ever be any other test of the advantage of employing capital than the test of profit; that in all cases equal profit gave equal advantage and greater profit greater advantage. Those, on - the other hand, who accepted Adam Smith's ideas on the employment of capital rejected his ideas on freedom of trade, and argued in effect that he ought never to have destroyed the old system.